Appl.No. !0/566,3{)7 

Aiiidt. Dated Novciiibcr 17, 200<> 

Repiy to Ofllcc Action of July 17, 2009 

Remarks 

Applicants vypuld life to t3mnk the Exarniner for the review of tiie presem applieation, 
I« the Ctalnis 

Claims 1-4, 6- iO, md 14-23 are c»m«% pending in the application. Claims i , 21 and 
23 have been amended. No new matter has been added. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC 112 

The Office Aciion rejected claims 1 -4, 6-1 0 and 14-20 under 35 USC § 112, second 
paragraph as being indefinite for tailing to paiticularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which Appl icaiits regaid as the invention. In particular, the Office actions states that 
cialtn 1 recites the limitation "the water generation device" in line 5 for which there is 
insuMcient atitecedent basis in the claims. In response, Applicants have amended claini 1 by 
deleting the word "generation" and inserting the word ""purification". Applicants believe that 
this rejection is now moot and respectfully request the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 
1-4, 6-10 and 14-20 tinder 35 USC § 1 12, second paragraph. 

Rejections under 35 USC §103 

1 he Office action rejects claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-1 7 and 21-23 under 35 USC § 1 03(a) as 
being onpatentabie over U.S. Patent No. 5,973,481 issued to Hiompson etal ("Thompson") in 
view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/022071 7 issued to Underwood et al. 
("Underwood"), .Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Applicants wish to direct the Exan)iT\er\s atteTvlion to the ajnendments made to claims 1, 
21 and 23, No new matter has been added. Support for these amendownts may be found 
tJiroughout the specification as filed, for example, on page 3, line 29 tluopgh page 4, linelO. 

With respect to independent claims 1,21 and 23, the Office action states that Thompson 
fails to disclose wherein the generation device is a water porifier and monitoring a flow sensor 
from the source water. See Office action dated July 1 7, 2009, page 6. As the term "monitoring a 
flow sensor from the source water" does not appear in the Applicants' claims, Applicants 
respectfiilly presume the OfTice action is i:eferring to "an input sensor for measuring source water 
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Appl.No. !0/566,3{)7 

Aiiidt. Dated Novciiibcr 17, 200<> 

Repiy to Office Action of July !7, 2009 

entering th.e water purificatioa device" as required by claim 1; "coupliag ati input sensor for 
measiifing source water etiteri^^^ water ptuificatioti device" as required by ciainv 21; and 
"input sensoi's for measuring source water entering the at least one water purification device" as 
required by claim 23. Applicants request the Examiner provide additioiial infomiation regarding 
the term "monitoring a flow sensor from flie source water" if Applicants' presumption is 



The Office action states that Undenvood leaches wiiet ein the generation device is a water 
puriiter and monitoring a flow sensor for tiie soiarce water. See Office action dated July 17^, 
2009, page 7. The OJfiGe aetion further states that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was created to include tlie teachings of Undenvood into 
the system ahd methods as disclosed by Thompson, The OfBm action fiuther states that the 
motivation to combine is using a remote SCADA system a user can control the quality of a 
utility, such as water, by taking the appropriate action to successfitlJy perform processes based on 
prompts from the control system. See Office action date July 1 7, 2009, page 8. Applicants 
respectfully disagree, 

Altliough Applicants do not agree tliat it would liave been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was created to include the teachings of Underwood into the 

system and methods as disclosed by Thompson, even if these references vvere combined, as the 
Office action suggests, the result would not include all of the elements required by claims K 21 
and 23, 

Specifically, combining Thompson and Underwood, as suggested in the Office action, 
does not result in a system including at least an in put sensor for measuring source water entering 
the water purification device as required in various forms by claims i, 21 and 23. 

The OfBce action states that Undenvood teaches monitoring a flow sensor for the source 
%vjie{ uibsuat-t [0n34i) See OltkL- acKon dated ,luK 17 2{Ki9 page" Htn^e^e^ I'udensooj 
teavh'."; an • mt1uci»t \aKc 202" stated b\ I ndeiwood, the ' mfluen: \ahe 202 gintiuis :hc 
{Km ol wixici liom tbc\\.ni.n soiuce lo the fihei bed 206'\ See Undei sMvui page 2 paTag^jpij 
[0024] \n mOuent s ah e is not an mput sensor for measuring source \\ ater enteimg the watet 
poriiication device as required by claim 1. Rather, Underwood's influent valve controls the flow 
of water. Nowhere does Underwood disclose, teach or suggest the influent valve nieasuring 
source water entering the water purification device. 



incorrect. 
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Aradi. Dated November 17, 2009 
Repiy to Office Acibo of Juiy 17, 2009 

Combiaing Underwood's teachings withthose of Thompson would yield a system 
including at) mtluent valve . The resuitiog system would not iiichtde an input sensor for 
nteasarmg source water etttering the water purification deviee as required by ckirns L 2 .1 and 23. 
As stated by the Office action, amongst other elements, Thompson fails to disclose this element; 
As discussed above, even when Thompson is combined, as the Office action suggests, with 
Underwood, the combination still fails to disclose an input sensor for measm'ing source water 
entering the water puiification device. For these reasons mid others, claims 1,21 and 23 are 
patentable over Thompson in view of Underwood . 

Thus, for at ieast the reasons discussed above, Applicants have showh that Thompson in 
view of Underwood fail to disclose all of the eiements claimed in claims 1, 21 and 33 and 
therefore AppHcants respectfully recjuest the Examiner withdraxy the rejection of claims 1 , 21 
and 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) over Thompson in view of Underwood, Applicants additionally 
request the vvithdrawai of ihe rejection of clainis 2-4, 6-10, 14-20 and 22 as these claims depend 
from a base claim which has been shown to be allowable. 
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Appl.No. !0/566,3{)7 

Aiiidt. Dated Novciiibcr 17, 200<> 

Repiy to Ofllcc Action of July 17, 2009 

Conclttsion 

For the foregoing reasons a! I of the claims of the preseijt invention are patentable over the 
art of record. It is believed that all of the ciaim rejections have been addressed and tbat tlie 
application is now in conditiott for allowance. Reconsideration of the ciaims and isstiance of a 
notice of aliowance are respectfully requested. If any matter arises which may expedite issuance 
of a notice of aHowance, the Exmiuner is requested to call the undersigned, at the telephone 
number given below. 

Applicants believe that a one-mondi extension of time is required and hereby petition for 
a one-KJOOth extension of time. Applicants request tliat the associated extension fee be charged to 
Deposit Account No. 50-4383. Applicants also request that any Other fee required for timely 
consideration of tliis application be charged to Deposit Account No. 50-4383. 

E>ate: Hovember 17:. 2009 Respecttully Submitted, 



/Michelle Saqaet Temp le/ 



.Michelle Saquet Temple 
Registration No. 48,834 
Attorney tor Applicants 

D15K.'\ Research & Development Coip, 
340 ConTOierciai Street 
Manchester, NH 03101-1129 
Tel; (603)669-5139 
Fax: (603) 624-0573 
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